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Story originaiiy printed in the Vernon County Broadcaster or online at
http://www.vernonbroadcaster.com

Traditional farmers also focus on what’s best for the environment
by John and Johanna Stephenson, letter to the editor
_ Wc—: are Wntmg m response to I)an }’eper s Eetter which appearcd in the }an 5 Broadcaster

Ttis deepiy upsettmg to read has alarrmst and ml,s}eadmg statements the end result of w?mch is to ﬁn’ther |
divide Vernon County’s agricultural community at a time when we need to have a thoughtful and -
reasonable discussion of the i issues that face us all as farmers and commumty members.

Mr. Peper 8 ietter 1m;>11es that onEy those who practlce orgamc agmcuiture are capable of preservmg and
nurturing the environment. It leaves the impression that all farmers who use conventional farming
methods are harming the environment and need to be regulated out of existence. This is not only
msuitmg and disrespectful, but it shows a lack of appreciation for the hard work and sacrifice that has
gone into maintaining viable family farms in Vernon County and the surrounding area through
generations. We would suggest that if traditional farming methods are as destructive as Mr. Peper
. implies, he would have found a devastated landscape when he moved to Vernon County 1nstead of the

' 'beaunful and relatwely unspoﬂed rurai area that he and many c}thers ﬁnd so desuabie 2

All farmers are looking for ways to make farming safer and more proﬁtable There is much to admire in
the goals and methods of organic agriculture. We should all be open to new ideas and better ways of
farming. But all of us need:to remember that small farmers are an endangered species regardless of

. whether they are ergamc or trad1t1onal or a combination of both. If we don’t work together we have no
chance of preservmg our. piace in thxs or any other commum’ty

John and Johanna Stephenson

Viroqua Township

All stories copyright 2003 Vernon County Broadcaster and other attributed sources.

http://www.vernonbroadcaster.comy/articles/2006/01/11/opinion/02storyop.prt (01/17/2006







Wiritten Testimony of Judy Tremi
Resident of the Tow;_a of Luxemburg, Kewaunee County, Wisconsin

Before the
Joint Committee on Agriculture

January 18, 2006

Let me preface this statement by first lefting you know that introducing a bill on a Friday before a holiday
weekend and one day later holding a public hearing on the matter is downright ridiculous. | am sure that this
style of government isn't what any of your constituents in Wnsconsm bargained for when they elected you and
you should be ashamed of yourselves To schedule this. hearing without any discernabie public notice indicates
- that there must be some serious flaws .in your proposed bill fo have you 1rymg to push it through without ngng

o the public any chance at all at attending a’ hearing with fittie to no notice. | request that this hearingbe -

reschedule‘to give families and mdmduats hke my hushand a fa:r amount of tnme to adjusi their werk sched'ules
to personaily attend this heaﬂng S _ . _ R

With the 52 manure rzmoff events between Juiy 2004 and June 2005 cemzng mostly from operat:ons that were
not regulated by a WPDES permit why would you in the legislature propose 1o further reduce the DNR's efforts to
stop these spills and runoff events and protect public health? _

As a rural resident with 3 smalf children living in Kewaunee County, | can attest first hand to the hazards inherent
to operations that are and-aren't reguiated by a WPDES permits. In late Fevruary 2004 a iocal CAFO operator
spread 84,000 galions of liquid manure on 18 inches of snow in 40 degree temperatures. He spread for three

days and exactly two days after he finished spreading our 8 month pregnant neighbors drinking water well
became gross!y contammated with ammal waste -Two cfays after her well was hit our dr;nkmg water weli became _
_ yeaﬂy waler. test conducted by the W’sconsm State Lab of Hygnene The manure appi:ed to the fi eld ran ‘off; the e
field into the ditchs and through the neighbors property and ultimately ran into the creek that happens to flow
through our property.

So not only did our state protected creek become poliuted With animal waste our well water that | used fo bathe
by daughiers (one betng 7 months oid at the t:me), that ! used to prepare our meais was Eacecf with ecoli bacteria
from that animal waste. ' _ : L

Every one of us inciuding my 7 month old infant suffered from ecoli poisoning. My 7 month old was hospitalized
as a result. Have any of you enlightened yourselves to what the effects of ecoli poisoning can do to an infant.
Have you heard that ecoli poisoning can cause kidney and liver failure and even death to infants. Not only
infants, but the elderly and any other medically fragile individuals such as transplant patients.

Can you honestly sit there and look at those pictures of my daughters and not give a thought to what this bill
would do to us and other families just like us? Yes, what this bill would do to us. You see Stahl Farms one of the
farms this bili would exempt from being required to have a WPDES permit. Stah! Farms and operation with a 20
year history of violating enviromnmental laws in Wisconsin. The first time any meaningful enforcement of those
laws came only after he obtained a permit and ONLY after he poisoned my daughtersi

The DNR may not be perfect and as in our case they make mistakes, but warts and all regulation by the DNR is
necessary. Necessary to protect my daughters in the future. A future we have every right to live in our home
without threat to our property and our health.



| fail to understand the frue agenda of this bill separating "like animal units” it would seem that generated waste
under®tonfined operation is waste whether it be from a heifer or a milking cow. Please explain to me why an
operation with 700 milking cows and 200 heifers would require a permit but an operation could have 600 milking
cows and 800 heifers and not reguire a permit.  Whether its animal waste from a milking cow, heifer or a
combination of the two it must be disposed of in the same manner. Cumulative waste is cumulative waste.

Are-we not already accurately portraying animal units in Wisconsin by classifying milking cows, heifers and
calves as different animal units due to the fact that they generate different amounts of waste? With your bill the
animal waste from anything other than milking cows isn't bemg accounted for. Is the waste from a heifer or calf
somehow not hazardous wasie that couid poiiute our creeks nvers arzd groundwater’?

I fail to understand what :t is. you are irylng to accomphsh wsth thls blli Are you trying 1o remodei daury in .
W;scons;n 10 600 cow herds or are you trying to take away rural property owners rights to comment ofla WPDES
expansion permit for operations that do in fact house more than 1000 animal units and generate a substantial
amount of hazardous waste?

Ther average dairy cow generates 9 gailons of waste per day. Meaning a 600 cow herd would generate 1.97
million gailtons of manure a year. A semi truck holds approximately 600 galions. That 600 cows would generate
328 semi loads of manure each year. Under your proposed bill that amount could be doubled by an operation
with uncounted heifers and a DES permit still would not be needed. | would like to think 3.94 million galions
of hazardous waste generated #ould be closely regulated by the DNR and not deregulated.

is it the Iegislaturés duty 1o propose legisiation that puts the rights of big business above citizens rights? Rights
tha‘t shouls;f be protected by iegtsiat;{m and not put us further in harms way by deregulatlon

o Thls proposed i}:il appears to be noth;ng more than a lobbytst drwen attempt to deregulate an ;ndustry in my
opinion it fails to meet the criteria of good legisiation, except for the financial gain for a select group in the dairy
industry. There are approx. 15,000 dairy operations in Wisconsin. This bill your propose would remove 16
dairy operations fro the WPDES permitting system. That means this legisiation is proposed to benefit 1/10th of 1
percent of the dairy in Wisconsin. So really why are we here today? There has got to be more to this bill than a
benefit fo 1/10th of 1 percent of an industry.






SB 504 Testimony
Gordon. Stevenson
DNR, Chief of Runoff Management
Senate Committee on Agriculture and Insurance
January 18, 2006

Mr. Chairman and members, thank you for the opportunity to testify on SB 504.
My name is Gordon Stevenson. | am the Chief of Runoff Management for the
Department of Natural Resources. | have general oversight authority for DNR’s
involvement with most rural, urban, voluntary and regulatory programs that relate
to diffuse sources of water poliution. Chapter NR 243 that authorizes
Wisconsin's ‘regulatory program for animal feeding operations is.among those
programs. | have been actively involved in-manure management and water -

- quality prctectzon for over 21 years. | believe that the issues addressed by this
bill are very. important and appreczate the opportunity to contribute to your -
deliberations. | have come here today on behalf of the DNR to state that our
agency does not support the proposed legislative changes to how animal units
are calculated in our state.

While much of this bill specifically addresses livestock siting, DNR's particular
interest in this bill is how it limits calculation of animal units for purposes of

issuance of WPDES permits for large livestock operations under Chapter NR
243. The Federal Water Pollution Control Act requires the issuance of water
peﬁu’non dascharge pemrts for pomt sources of pollution: by the Environmental

Sl Protection Agency (EPA) or by states,’ including Wisconsin, to which EPAhas

delegated permit-granting authority. Such sources include publicly-owned
treatment works, pulp and paper mills and concentrated animal feeding
operations (CAFO’s). -Livestock operations houssng 1,000 animal units or more
are deemed to be CAFQ’s . One animal unit is @ mature beef animal oran -~
equivalent number of other livestock. Since initial promulgation of NR 243 in
1684, Wisconsin livestock producers have used a mixed animal unit calculation
to determine the necessity of applying for a WPDES permit. l.e., if a livestock
facility would have more than one type of animal, the number of antmai units that
would be present at a livestock facility is determined by adding together the
number of animal units of each type of animal.

This bill requires DNR to use EPA’s methodology for measuring the size of a
livestock operation to determine whether the livestock operation is a CAFO and,
thus, whether the livestock operation is required to obtain a water pollution
discharge permit. EPA’s methodology does not add together the number of
animals of different types but rather looks at whether the population of a single
animal type exceeds the 1,000 animal unit threshold. It is important that this
committee understands the implications of this proposal:




1. Inequity Among Wisconsin Farmers, Eliminating mixed animal unit
calculations doesn't make sense from either a farmer equity standpoint or an
environmental perspective. Example: Farm A has 999 animals units of one type
(e.g. heifers) and also has 999 animal units of another type (milking cows); Farm
B has 1000 animal units of one type ( milking cows). If the mixed animal unit
calculations are eliminated, then Farm B still is required to get a permit, but Farm
A no longer needs a permit even though Farm A generates nearly double the
manure. There will likely be more odors, more manure land application and
greater environmental risk from Farm A, but Farm A is not required to get a
permit.

2. Rollback. Wisconsin has used a mixed animal unit calculation since NR 243
was promulgated in 1984. Eliminating the mixed animal units is a rollback from
Wisconsin's WPDES permit program that has been in place for twenty years.
-Accordlng to our most current anatys;s of livestock: numbers on existing WPDES-
permitted livestock facilities, no fewer than10 and as many as 16 exxstmg '
WPDES pem‘uﬁees would fall under the 1,000 animal unit threshold. ‘| would like
to give you a-ratio: 1:18. One dalry cow equals 18 people in terms of organic
pollution potential.  That means that a single 1,000 animal unit operation is
equivalent to the City of Middleton or Sun Prairie in terms of poflutants
generated. Removing 10 to 16 existing CAFO from the roils is analogous to
telling 10-16 Wisconsin communities with populations of 18,000 people or more
that they don't have to treat sewage any longer.

As you are aware, DNR is in the process of revising NR 243. Part of those
_revisions involved using the new federal conversion factors to conduct a mixed _ _
- animal unit calculation. In: response to concerns we heard during the public™ = .

comment period on NR 243 about using federal numbers in the mixed animal unit

calculation, we will revise NR 243 not to do that. Rather, we are consideringa nt ;’}ﬁ/

“hybrid” approach to calculating animal units. Notably, the hybrid approach [y ¥

embraces the approach of 8B 504 but also retains the mixed animal unit L ANV

calculation-concept. Under the hybrid approach, operai*rons would use a simple
one-page sheet (see attached) similar to that contained in our current permit
application, to calculate mixed animal units using current NR 243 numbers as
well as individual animal units using the revised federal numbers. If either the
mixed or the individual animal unit calculation meets or exceeds the 1000 animal
unit threshoid the operatian would need to obtain a Qerm;t Using this apprcach

from the federal individual animal unit calculation, operations we are required to
permit anyway. For dairy operations, the hybrid approach essentially sustains
the system that we have been using since 1984. DNR staff has discussed the
hybrid approach with US-EPA; they find it acceptable.

The hybrid approach is a reasonable compromise for the livestock industry —- it
avoids a rollback and alleviates producer's concerns about DNR expanding the
permit program.



3. NR 243 Promotes Sound Manure Management Practices. The changes in
Federal law obviously align with the larger, single species types of operations
more common in the Southeastern and Western states. Those changes do not
align well with Wisconsin's dominant livestock dairy industry with mixed age
populations on most farms.

We believe NR 243 with its mixed animal unit approach has helped to avoid
many of the impacts other states have experlenced with larger-scale operations
and has helped to ensure that larger-scale livestock operations expand in an
environmentally sound manner. Because of the program we have in place, | am
confident in saying that on the whole, our permitted operations perform better
than nonpermitted operations. Wisconsin just had its worst year in recent
memory in terms of both frequency and severity of manure runoff, Wells were
contaminated; high-value fisheries were lost. ‘At least one of those 10-or more -
opefatlons that would fall under the 1,000 animal unit threshold under this bill
was associated with a severe well contammataon event. | will give you another
number: 6,500,000; that's how many gallons of liquid manure are generated per
year by 1,000 cows. That would fill a football field 20 feet deep. Many more
thousands of gallons of milking center wastewater and feed leachate are
generated as well. Given the sheer volume of manure and process wastewater
mixed animal CAFOs handle and manage, it is important that we continue to
have oversight over these operations.

In addition, the mixed animal unit calculation has allowed us to work with
-'operat;ons at earlier stages in their expansion plans that can save them money :
by avoiding redesign of storage and runoff control structures to meet federal -
CAFO requirements and avoiding costs associated with potential fish kills and

weti contamanations

4. Other Midwest States Retain Mixed AUs Other Midwest States that have a
history of implementing a successful NPDES permit program, such as Minnesota -
have chosen o retain the mixed animal unit calculations. The mixed animal unit
calculation matches the type of farming operations present in Wisconsin and in
other midwest states — family farms with more than one animal type. The federal
rules address more of the very specialized huge farms in Western states and
Southeasterns states with thousands of one type of animal.

5. General Permit Program. If and when DNR is able to get the rules revised,
the DNR was intending on creating a more streamiined general permit program
for CAFOs that would likely cover those operations that are CAFOs because of
the mixed animal unit calculation. Livestock producers have viewed the
proposed creation of a general permit program favorably.

NOTE: One last comment - Eliminating the mixed animal unit calculation does
not guarantee that the 10-16 CAFOs that drop out will never have to get a permit.



If the mixed animal unit calculation is removed and the 10% of farms become
medium sized CAFOs, then those 10% may still have to obtain a permit if they
have a discharge to navigable waters from either the land production area or the
land application areas --- the WDNR may require a WPDES permit (depends on
the facts). Of course, handling the program this way (waiting for the discharge to
occur before requiring permit coverage) is a reactive approach rather than a
preventive approach. Also, just following the standard 590 NRCS plan has NOT
prevented fish kills or well contaminations in Wisconsin.



** This worksheet is fnr'"-informaﬁenai"§urpcses'orﬂy. fala

« Use this worksheet to compare how many animal units are present on your operation under the “hybrid* animal unit
caleulation approach. A Wisconsin Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (WPDES) permit is required for all
livestock/poultry operations that will contain 1,000 or more animal units.

Complete the following four steps:

1. Enter the current number of each animal type on your operation fo the left of the equal sign (=) in both Column A and Column B.
Use the highest number of animals on-site at any time during the past year, and include all animals at adjacent locations or
under comimon management.

2. Compare to see how many animal units your operation has under the mixed and non-mixed AU calculation.

A. NUMBER OF MIXED ANIMAL UNITS B. NUMBER OF NON-MIXED ANIMAL UNITS
ANIMAL TYPE UNDER CURRENT NR 243 UNDER FEDERAL REGULATIONS
: Equ. | Numberof | Current Equivalent Equ. Number of Proposed Equivalent
Fac animals Animal Units animals Animal Units
y Milking and Dry Cows 14 x 143 x =
S Heifers o _ “-Z* _ _ - _ .
] 7 (BOOIbs. fo 1200 Tbs.) 1ox = S
2 | Heifers .06. - {eategories combined: Heifers (400-1200 1bs))
B1 (400 ibs. to 800 Ibs.) 2% . :
a "1 Caives {up to 400 Ibs.) 02x 0.2 x z
i Steers or Cows
P X 10 =
w (600 1bs. 1o market) 10x X
‘& | Calves {under 600 lbs.) 05x 0.2 x =
<1 Bulls (each) 1.4 x 143 x =
‘| VEAL cALVES 05x 10 x z
.. .| Pigs {55 ibs. to market} 04 x G4 x =
| Pigs (up to 55 Ibs.) 0.1x 0.1x =
1'% [‘sowsleach) - 04x 104%x REE
1 "Boars (each) -~ .- 0.5 x tosx o s
Layers (each) 0.01 x 0.0123 x z
: - non-liquid manure system
_ g : -_Br'oiier'.sli’,u!ie_?s {each) 0,005 x 0.008 x -
3B |- non-liquid menure system )
I § ‘Layers or Broilers 0033 x 0.0333 x -
' u - liquid mahure system {categories combined:
Broilers - continuous overflow watering | 0.01 x Per Bird -liquid manure system)
’ Du.cks. {each) 02 x 0.2x =
g - liquid manure system
3 | Ducks (each) 0.01 x 0.0333 x =
- non-liguid manure system
TURKEYS (each) 0.018 x 0.018 x =
SHEEP {each) 01ix 01x &
HORSES (each) 20x 20x =
e s | s S - s reoca e
TOTAL ANIMAL ) i b ) {enter the single highest number from any row
(sum all rows above) above: do NOT sum the totals)
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IN OPPOSITION to SB 504, relating to determining the size of a
Livestock Feeding Operation, AFO
Before the Senate Agriculture and Insurance Committee
By Cary}l Terrell, Chapter Director
January 18, 2006

The' Sierra Club requestb tha‘t the Committee rcject SB 564 which changes the size of a
‘Conecentrated: Livestock I*eedmg Operat;on CAFO, and a Livestock Feeding Operation,
AFO.

There is a reason that Wisconsin rules count all livestock when determining the size of a
Livestock Feeding Operation, AFO. All livestock generate manure that must be managed
to prevent ground and surface water contamination. SB 304 ignores this obvious fact,

Wisconsin livestock operations often include a variety of animals. so the Wisconsin rules
are designed to suit Wisconsin agriculture. SB 504 prefers to use a national uniform
standard that is not tuned o Ihe i‘bdlii} of Wrswm;n agrwuliuia/

: Th:, 1mpa<,t ()f this i,hanoe in defi mng the threshold {)f an f\% 0 and a (‘ f&}“(} is substantial.
According to the DNR, about 10% of the current 140 CAFOs in WI would no longer be
regulated under the CAFO rules. That means no restrictions on manure spreading, no
restrictions on manure storage, no comphance inspections, nothing.

There have been 52 runoff events, well contaminations, and fish kills recently. The
Legislature should not be unraveling the slim protections of our water and wildlife

resources. SB 504 creates unacceptable risks and should be defeated.

Attached is an excellent article by Reid Magney in today’s La Crosse Tribune, “Kapanke
bill would change how DNR regulates farms.”

Thank you for the opportunity to share our viewpoint.
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Written Testi-mon_y of Andrew C. Hanson
Midwest Environmental Advocates, Inec.,

Before the Senate Committee on Agriculture and Insurance
Wisconsin State Capitol, Rm. 411-S

SB-504. Determining the size of a livestock operation for the applicability of the livestock
facility siting law, water quality regulation of livestock operations.

January 18 20@5

My name is. And:rew Hansen Iam a staff attomey wath Midwest Envzronmentaj
'Advocates Inc. ,a nonpreﬁt envxronmental law center 1hat prm« 1df:s Iega} and techmcal
assistance to communities and families working for clean air, clean water and clean government.
~ SB 504 (LRB 4342/1) stands counter to all three of those fundamental values.

First, the manner by which SB 504 has been introduced and set for a hearing can be
described as anything but clean government. In fact, the process has discriminated against

working families. SB 504 was introduced and set for a hearing on Friday, January 13, the

- evemng ‘before:a hohday weekend Mondav Ja anuag‘y 26 was Mamn Luthcr ng Day, a national

hohday Where we observe the power of civ ﬁ nghts and pubhc pamcxpatmn and the spu';t ofa
national hero who advanced both. _

The hearing is being held today, with just one working day’s notice for working people —
people who would havééﬁended énd given féStimeny,' but %ha cannot because of their work
schedules, their childcare schedules, or myriad citﬁer personal and -pm fessional responsibilities
that prevent them from constantly keeping their watch on the actions of this committee and its
‘members. At a minimum, this committee should reschedule this bill for another hearing where
people can actually come and participate, with adequate notice and adequate time for
preparation. |

Second, SB 504 stands counter to clean water and public héaith. This includes streams

and rivers, but also groundwater that rural families rely on as a safe drinking water source.

702 E. Johnson St, Madison, Wi 53703
Teiephone 608.251.5047 Fax 608.268.0205
E-mail. advocate@midwestadvocates,org Web: www.midwestadvocates.org



SB 504 requires Wisconsin to define “Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation” or
“CAFO” the same way the U;S. Environmental Protection Agency (“U.S. EPA”) does under
federal regulations. The U.S. EPA only looks at one type of animal (e.g. a dairy cow, 1.4 animal
units or “AU’s")ata CAFO n calcuiating whetﬁer the “CAFQ” threshold has been exceeded
and, thus, whether a manure discharge permit is required. However, there may be several types
of animals -{miiking- COWS, cahfeé, heifers, beef cows, etc.) that still produce waste, but will not
count towards _d-étermin_ing whether to require a permit because they are “different animal
types;” 'Thé federal policy is a misguided one that does not reflect the realities in Wisconsin.

“Many livestock operatlons in ‘Wzsconsm have both mature milking cows and replacement heifers

. cmd caives aH of thch pr:}duce Waste that must be managed and dlsposed of

The explanatmn of h{)w SB 564 cuts DNR authonty is 51mpie A hvestock operatwn
| couid have 6{)0 matum mﬁkmg cows (iess than 1. ;000 AU's) and 90{} heifers (also less. than 1,000
-AUS). Howeverg ﬂus operatmn is not required to obtatn a DNR discharge permit desplte that
cumulatively, it must manage and dispose of more waste than an operation with 700 mature milk
cows, which would certainly be regulated by the DNR.

In faci:, SB 504 could eliminate DNR authority from up to 16 of the 140 CAFOs in
Wzsconsm or more than 1 1% of all of the CAFOS in thé state. Therc have been more than 52
:- * manure’ ruﬁoff events smce J une af 2004 mcludmg manure spﬂls, ﬁshﬁkﬂis, and weﬁ— :
| .contammatmns Many ef those were caased by operatlons not regulated by the DNR. And yet
SB 504 eliminates DNR oversight of more operations. This increases the risk of additional
-ﬁshkﬁis and hampers Ihe DNR S abxhty to respond when spills occur.

© Thisi is sh()wn most starkiy in the case of Stahl Farms. Under SB 504 Stahl Farms a

CAFO in Kewaunee County, would no longer be regulated under the Wisconsin Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (“WPDES™) Permit Program in Chapter 283 of the statutes. You
may recall that Stahl Farms has a long history of manure discharges from its facility and further
that Stahl Farms caused the ceniaminatién of the Treml family’s well and sickened their
children, including their infant daughter who had to be rushed to the hospital. We understand that
Stahl has approximately 600 mature milking cows and approximately 300 heifers. Under the
DNR’s mixed animal unit calculation, Stahl would have more than 1,000 AUs and would be
required to have a WPDES permit. However, under SB 504, Stahl would have less than 1,000



AUs and would not be required to obtain a WPDES permit. The DNR’s manure management
standards would not apply to Stahl without cost-share assistance.

In that sense, SB 504 is an assault on the Treml family and other families like them who
depend on ground;?vater for their drinking water, and who depend on the DNR to protect them
from harm by enforcing standards designed to prevent groundwater contamination from manure
spills. Under this bill, those standards will become unenforceable and will leave rural families
like the Tremls worrying about whether their water is safe.

Third, SB 504 is step backward from cleaner air. SB 504 requires local governments to
calculate animal units according to the U.S. EPA’s method in determining the applicability of
Act 235 the F actory Farm S:tmg Law..

Agam, by only cauntmg one ammal type even fewer operauons wﬂi be reqmred to
engage in odor mitigation, manure storage upgrades, and nutrient managernent planning in

| expanding their ep.erations. For example, even though an “expanded” facility may have 600
mature milk cows and 600 heifers, it will not be required to engage in odor mitigation under the
Siting Law because neither adds up to 1,000 animal units under SB 504. This is despite that
under Wisconsin's current approach, the facility would have more than 1,000 animal units and
would be required to apply the odor standard, however 1nadequate and weak that standard is, and

: 'dﬁtermme whether odor mmgauon wﬂl be reqmred as part of the expansmn _ _

'SB 504 deﬁes 1og1c in that there is no sensible publ;c pohcy sustammg it. Preponents
claim the bill is necessary to create consistency with the federal method for counting animals.
But, other states do not follow that federal method, mciudmg Minnesota and Jowa —oreven.
California or Idaho, both states with a sizeable dairy mdustry And the federal method assumes
that heifers and calves do not produce waste. That is ridiculous, as of course they do, and of
course their waste can be as easily discharged to streams and groundwater or produce foul air
pollution as that of milkers.

On behalf of the rural families in Wisconsin concerned for their children’s health, I
respectfully request that you withdraw SB 504 from further consideration, or at a minimum,
schedule this matter for further hearings to allow more thoughtful public review by Wisconsin
rural families.

Thank you.






TO: Senate Agriculture 2nd Insurance Committee
¢/o Sen. Dan Kapanke, commitiee chair
FAX: 608-267-5173
FROM: Maureen Blaney Fliemer, Hilbert, W1 54129; 320-989-2458
RE: Today's hearing on 3B-405

PLEASE DISTRIBUTE THIS TO YOUR COMMITTEE MEMBERS, Thank vou.

The proposal, SB-403, that you are considering will devegulate more CAFOs (Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations}
in Wisconsin at a time when public health requires closer oversight, :

Manure management and DINR oversight do eot hinder Hivestock production in Wisconsin. However, thai manageraent
and oversight will protsct pablic heakh. It also will prevent environmental catastrophes like the record 52 manure runcff
events Wisconsin experienced between July 2004 and June 2005,

it's anounding to think thst, under this proposal, the Stahi Farm that spreed the manure that poisoned the Treml family
and almost kided their Hirtle giv! apparently would not be regulated by the DNR. Where is the concern for families?

Many 'of_ these runoff events alse caused fish kills in kighly valued trout streams. Where is your coneern for the sportsmen
‘angd women who put valuable tioe and effort into rebuiiding habitats ~ only o have them fouled?

Manyv spills came from operations not reguizted by the DNR. Why woald you propose to further reduce DNR efforis 10
stop these spills and protect public health? If common sense rofad, vou would instead be expanding DNR oversight

Any argument for this bill that save it ie only to level the playing field under EPA rules for Wisconsin agricufture is
incorrect. Other stains also have more stringent regulations than the EPA’s CAFO mile. They include Arizoas, California,
Idahg, Hlinois, Indiana, Jows, Michigan, Mimesota, Georgia, New York, and Pennsylvania.

CAFUs ~ and all of the manure-producing animals on them — need o be regulated in Wisconsin, Our water and air
problems can ot continug © be ignored, it's time for common sense.

Dot let clean water and clean air be the casualties of 2 Legislatwre responding io those who setve ealy the buttom line.
Instead, let clean air and water be the birthright of ali future zenerations of Wisconsin residents.







Capitol Strategies, LLC

Grovernment velations and Public Policy Consuiting Firm

Senate Committee on Agriculture and Insurance
January 18, 2006

Tesumony of Amy Winters, Contract lobbyist for Gold’n Plump Poultry on SB 504 relating to determmmg
 the size of a livestock operation for the applicability of the livestock facility siting law, water qlmhty '
regulatwn of itvestock operations, grantmg rule-makmg authority, and providing an exemptton from

- emergency mle pmcedures '

Chairman Kapanke, members of the committee, thank you for the opportunity to testify on SB 504. My Client,
Gold’n Plump Poultry is the largest integrated broiler producer in the Midwest with operations in Minnesota
and Wisconsin. They have a strong history of sound environmental practices and are always focused on
stewardship and innovation in their operations.

Gold’n Plump currently partners with 130 local farms in Wisconsin and have a vested interest in insuring that
the expansion of livestock operations in Wisconsin are not jeopardized.

" -SB'504is an important measure in ensuring that the state does not move forward with a siting law that we
believe currently has unintended consequences.

We thank the author for clearing up the issue of animal units and basing the calculation on single animal species
. instead of the current combined animal calculation; this policy is also consistent with what Gold’n Plump and
- many others in the livestock industry have requested from the DNR in the NR 243 rule.

Gold’n Plump does request that the author and committee members consider one amendment to the bill that is
very important to the poultry industry in the state. We request that you revise the animal unit calculation for
determining the size of an operation to insure that the calculation accurately reflects the actual weight of
animals present on an operation as opposed to the less precise EPA Animal Unit (AU) methodology. The
utilization of EPA’s animal unit calculation does not properly reflect the poultry industry in Wisconsin where
broilers are raised at lower weights. We ask that you amend the bill to utilize the attached animal unit
calculations which mimic those used in Minnesota.

Thank you for your time and consideration

Address: P.O. Box 771 « Madison, W1 53701 ¢ Phone: {(608) 235-8443 e Fax: (608) 237-2244
amywinters@capitol-strategies.net ¢ www. capitol-sirategies.net



Amendment to SB 504

93.90 (2) (e) 3. Specity the method for determining numbers of animal units for

each type of animal based on the principle that the threshold number of animals of
each type of animal in the definition of “large concentrated animal feeding operation”
in 40 CFR 122.23 (b) (4) equals 1,000 animal units. Except as provided in (2) (e) 4.

(2) (e) 4 the method for determining animal units for poultry are

- Chickens

1 Laying hen or broiler (liquid manure system) 0.033
~ 2. Chicken over 5 pounds (dry manure system) - 0.005
 3.Chicken under 5 pounds (dry manure system) 0.003
" G.Turkeys
1 Over S pounds 0.018
2 Under 5 pounds 0.005
0.01

H i)l_:t:ks
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Media Contact: Susan Worwa

320-240-6290 {office)
612-385-1161 (mobile)
sworwa@goldnplump.com

+Gold’n Plump to Expand in Arcadla W1sconsm
© Poultry company will expand Arcadia, %sconsm operations 1o -
improve qﬁ“ Tciencies and meet mcrea,s:mg cusromer demand,

SAINT CLOUD, MN (January 5, 2006)  Gold’n Plump Pouitry announced today that it will update

and expand its production complex and current operations in Arcadia, Wisconsin.

The $38 miilion expansion is scheduled to begin early in 2006 with completion expected in 2008.

The project includes:

*

*

;Increasmg productaon capacny by 31%at the current complex -

E}pdatmg processes to improve efﬁcxencies

Adding 50 full-time employees
Building a }arger state of the art hatchery in the area
Addmg 36 breeder and grower barns in southwestern Wlsconsm

Increasing annual corn and soybean meai purchases

The company’s current annual economic impact in Wisconsin (including wages, grower payments

and feed material purchases) is approximately $53 million and the company anticipates that the post-

expansion annual economic impact will be roughly $64 million, an increase of $11 million per year.

“We are very excited that Gold n Plurp has decided to expand its Wisconsin operations. The State

offered a compelling package that we believe helped make the company’s decision a little easier, and

we look forward to strengthening the economy and boosting Wisconsin agri-business with the

addition of 50 jobs and 36 growers to that area,” said Jim Doyle, Governor of Wisconsin.

(more)



{continued from page 1)

“Gold’n Plump is an excellent corporate citizen, they are dedicated members of the community,
and their commitment to local family farms supports the lifestyle so many of us in Wisconsin are

dedicated to preserving,” he added.

The company spent 6 months conducting an expansion study to determine how to prepare for future
growth, improve efficiencies and upgrade current infrastructure, support an increase in demand for
premiwm branded chicken products and improve customer’s experience through technology and
service. The 31% projected volume increase that can accomplished at the Arcadia facility at the $38

million capxtal mvestment level was a compellmg factor in the declslon-makmg process. Other

' faciors contnbuted as weil such as attractwe state mcentlves access o raw matenais for producing

fee_d, labor ava_ﬂ_abﬂ;ty, grower contract _avaxl_ablhty and commumty mtemst, all of which contribute to

the .company.’s ability to stay cost competitive during this period of growth.

According to Mike Helgeson, Chief Executive Officer of Gold’n Plump, “We are thrilled to be
moving forward with this project in Arcadia. Not only will this expansion allow us to produce more
chicken, more efficiently, but it will also improve working conditions at the facilities and create a

more pleasant working environment. Expanding in Arcadia at this time makes great sense

.strategscally for the 1ong—term success of the company, our customers our grower partners and our

' empioyees

The next steps in the expansion process for the company include finalizing and announcing the
location of the new $8 million hatchery, creating the internal team to lead and manage the expansion

project, and soliciting and interviewing new growers.

Gold'n Plump currently has over 250 breeder and grower bams through contracted agreements with
family farmers in central Minnesota and southwestern Wisconsin., “Breeder” barns refer to the
chickens that lay and hatch eggs, while “broilers™ are the chickens that are raised for processing.
Requirements and criteria for each type of operation vary. “We really view the relationship between
Gold’n Plump and our contracted growers as a partnership,” said Helgeson. “We do everything we
can to ensure their success. This is a great opportunity for family farms to earn a supplemental
income and have increased financial stability.” Farmers interested in applying to become a Gold’n
Plump grower should call (608) 323-2805.



{more)

(continued from page 2)

The Gold’n Plump brand has become one of the most recognized brand names in the Midwest,

contributing to the increase in demand for Gold n Plump premium chicken products.

Visit www.goldnplump.com for information on its full line of poultry products, as well as side-dish

suggestions, innovative chicken-based recipes, general cooking and safe handling tips, chicken

nutrition information, company history, background and more.

Based i in St. Cloud, an Gold’ n }’lump Poufttry isa fanuiy~owned provuier of premmm chicken
products to retml deia and foodservzce customers throughcut the deest and in other parts of the '
counn}r The company employs about 1,600 peopie and contracts With more than 250 growers in

aneseta and Wzsconsm.

#H#







Kapanke bill would change how DNR regulates farms

By REID MAGNFY / La Crosse Tribune

As every child knows, Old MacDonald’s farm had a cow, some pigs and some chickens.

Today, the government doesn’t count individua! cows, pigs and chickens. I counts animal units,
based on how much manure each animal can produce.

For example, the Wisconsin Department of Natural Rescurces counts each dairy cow as 1.4 units,
while each chicken is 0.01 units.

State Sen. Dan Kapanke, R-La Crosse, wants to tinker with how the DNR adds up those numbers to
decide which farms should be regulated. Kapanke's Senate Agriculture Commiitee will hold a.
hearing this morning in Madison on the bill,

Kapanke was unavaiiabte fcr comment Eate Tuesday

Envaronmentai:sts are x:oncemed that if gaassed the bill wilt Iead to more manure spifls and fish-kills.
"The ;mpact of the _b: His devast_atmg, in that it actually removes DNR authonty over existing
livestock factories - up to 16 operations,” said attorney Andrew Hanson of Midwest Environmental

Advocates, which monitors factory farm issues.

Kapanke’s bill would use U.S. Environmental Protection Agency standards for concentrated animal
feeding operations, which Hanson said are less stringent than Wisconsin standards.

Kapanke’s changes would prevent different kinds of animais from being added together. It also
makes sorme changes in the number of animal units assigned to different types of animals.

when & farm reaches 500 animal units, local governments can have a say about where they're
Iocated DNR reguiates farms with more than 1,000 animal units.

Hanson sazd one. of the farms that couid be: deregulated by the bm is Chapman Bmther"s Dafry near
Tomah, Wis.

According to a DNR analysis, the Chaprnan farm has 1,237.7 animal units under current rules, which
count all the animals. Under the EPA rules, which count only the largest number of one kind of
animal, it would have 665 units.

The Chapmans could not be reached for comment.,

“Remember Jersey Valley Lake? That spill was caused by an unregulated CAFQ,” Hanson said,
referring to a manure spili that closed a lake near Westby, Wis., in March 2005. “Senator Kapanke's
bill is tempting fate by hindering the DNR's ability to prevent these problems befare they arise.”

Reid Magney can be reached at rmagney@iacrossetribune. com or (608) 761-8211.
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